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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

1. Claims 1-6, 7, 9-10, 14-15, 19-21 are objected to because of the following 
informalities: 

Claim 1 : A) it has been held that an element is "capable of performing a function is not 
a positive limitation but only requires the ability to so perform. It does not constitute 
limitations in any patentable sense. In re Hutchinson. 69 USPQ 138 . 
Claims 1-4: Perhaps applicant should delete "given" in lines 4, 6 and 8 of claim 1 , line 3 
of claim 2, line 3 of claim 3, and line 2 of claim 4, and replace it with -actual--, since 
normally the "given temperature" is the one that is given but not measured. Or, may be 
applicant means "temperature of a given tire "? 

Claim 2: Perhaps applicant should replace "of the rising degree of the measured given 
temperature" in line 3 with -of the increasing of the measured temperature--. 

B) "the calculated" in line 9 lacks antecedent basis. 

Claim 7, 9-10: Brackets in lines 3-4 of claim 7, lines 4-5 of claim 9, lines 3-4 of claim 10 
respectively should be deleted because it is not clear if the limitation included in the 
brackets has been positively claimed. 

Claim 14: A) it has been held that an element is "capable of performing a function is not 
a positive limitation but only requires the ability to so perform. It does not constitute 
limitations in any patentable sense. In re Hutchinson. 69 USPQ 138 . 

C) "(Fourth Invention)" at the end of the claim should be deleted. 
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Claim 14: the limitations stating "ratio of temperature change at each measuring time" 
and "becomes higher than the ratio of temperature change just before the calculation" 
make the claim language confusing. Does applicant mean "rate" instead of "ratio". 
Perhaps applicant should rewrite the claim after "measured" in line 8 as follow: - and a 
rate of temperature change at each measuring time is calculated, a time point when the 
temperature rate change becomes higher than a limit (predicted, threshold) temperature 
change is judged as an end stage of the residual life in the run-flat tire during 
continuous running at the run-flat state--. Is this a proper interpretation of the invention? 
Claim 19: A) "(Six Invention)" at the end of the claim should be deleted. 

B) it has been held that an element is "capable of performing a function is not a positive 
limitation but only requires the ability to so perform. It does not constitute limitations in 
any patentable sense. In re Hutchinson, 69 USPQ 138 . 

C) Perhaps applicant should replace "ratio" in line 5 with -rate-. 

Claim 15: the last three lines of the claim are not clear. Perhaps applicant should re- 
write the claim beginning after "claim 14" in line 3 as follows: -wherein after a limit 
temperature has been statistically determined from previous occurrence of trouble, said 
limit temperature is being set as a condition for comparison for judging an end stage of 
the residual lifetime, when the atmospheric temperature inside the tire reaches about 
said limit temperature, it is concluded that the tire is at the end stage of the residual 
lifetime-. Is this a proper interpretation of the invention? 
Claim 20: Perhaps applicant should replace "ratio" in line 3 with -rate-. 
Claim 21: Perhaps applicant should replace "ratio" in line 3 with -rate-. 
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Claim 6: "an atmosphere temperature" lacks antecedent basis. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. In this case, 

3. Regarding claims 1 , 5, 14. the phrase "or the like" renders the claim(s) indefinite 
because the claim(s) include(s) elements not actually disclosed (those encompassed by 
"or the like"), thereby rendering the scope of the claim(s) unascertainable. See MPEP 

§ 2173.05(d). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
states. 

5. Claims 1-6 and12-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
WO01/17806A1 [hereinafter WO]. 

WO suggests to monitor a flat/ deflated tire and teaches to position a temperature 
sensor in each tire and monitor an atmospheric temperature and rate of change of 
temperature in each tire and compare it with a predetermined value (previously 
determined rate of change of temperature/ previously set limit) in order to determine flat 
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tire. WO determines first time temperature derivative and second derivative. WO 
suggests reinforcing the tires. WO states that it is important for a driver, when it drives a 
car with a deflated tire to l<now if can drive more and how long rather than staying on a 
side road and repairing the tire. This would imply that the driver wants to know the end 
life of the tire as function of the temperature. WO does not explicitly state that the 
predetermined data is a previously obtained data stored in the memory. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over WO 
01/17806A1 [hereinafter WO] in view of Tanaka Masatoshi (U.S. 6701986). 

WO discloses the device/ method as stated above. 

WO does do not teach to reinforce tire with a reinforcing rubber. 

Masatoshi Tanaka states that it is very well known in the art to reinforce tires with 
rubber layer in order to prolong their life. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to provide the tire, disclosed by WO, with reinforcing rubber, as 
taught by Masatoshi Tanaka, in order to prolong the tire life and provide the operator 
with the tire behavior when it is reinforced, in order to predict life of already reinforced 
tire. 



Application/Control Number: 10/524,262 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2859 

8. Claims 14-16, 18-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over WO 01/1 7806A1 [hereinafter WO] In view of Nowicki et al. (U.S. 5945908) 
[hereinafter Nowicki]. 

WO suggests to monitor a flat/ deflated tire and teaches to position a temperature 
sensor in each tire and monitor an atmospheric temperature and rate of change of 
temperature in each tire and compare it with a predetermined value (previously 
determined rate of change of temperature) in order to determine flat tire. WO 
determines first time temperature derivative and second derivative. WO suggests 
reinforcing the tires. WO states that it is important for a driver, when it drives a car with 
a deflated tire to know if can drive more and how long rather than staying on a side road 
and repairing the tire. This would imply that the driver wants to know the end life of the • 
tire as function of the temperature. 

WO does not explicitly state that the predetermined data is a previously obtained 
data stored in the memory. 

Nowicki discloses a device/ method in the field of applicant's endeavor. Nowicki 
states that expected tire life (end stage) is calculated based on a tire temperature and 
pressure. Tire degradation/ wear information is stored in a memory in a computer. The 
computer has a program for calculating accumulation of degradation of the tire and 
calculation of the expected life/ end stage. The parameters are compared against 
previously stored parameters. If they exceed a limit, the operator is being notified (entire 
col. 8). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the device disclosed by WO, to keep a 
previously obtained data in a memory, in order to allow the operator to provide a 
comparison of a recently obtained data to the previously obtained data, so as to 
properly judge if there is some change in the tire which could cause a limited life of the 
tire. 

9. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nowicki 
and WO 01/17806A1 [hereinafter WO] in view of Masatoshi Tanaka (U.S. 6701986). 

WO and Nowicki disclose the device/ method as stated above. 

Although they teach to reinforce the tire, they do not explicitly teach to reinforce 
the tire with rubber layer. 

Masatoshi Tanaka states that it is very well known in the art to reinforce tires by 
rubber in order to prolong their life. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the tire, disclosed by WO and Nowicki, with 
reinforcing rubber, as taught by Masatoshi Tanaka, in order to prolong the tire life and 
provide the operator with the tire behavior when it is reinforced, in order to predict life of 
already reinforced tire. 
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Allowable Subject matter 

10. Claims 7-10 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

1 1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. The prior art cited in the PTO-892 and not mentioned above 
disclose related devices and methods. 

Aubel et al. (U.S. 6921197) disclose a device/ method/ process of judging in the field of 
applicant's endeavor comprising detection units arranged in each tire capable of 
measuring temperature of the tire and determining with respect to time (integrating) 
when the wear (residual lifetime) or the tire exceeds a threshold (statistically set 
temperature or the temperature set from the test stand), wherein the tire pressure 
control decides to inflate the tire (thus, deciding that the tire is flat which is judged based 
on the measured temperature). The measured temperature is a temperature inside the 
tire. The device also predicts the wear (time). Aubel states that the sides of the tire are 
more likely susceptible to wear. Also the tire damage can be detected (entire col. 5). 
Aubel states that the too high temperature can be indication of too low pressure (flat 
tire). 

For claims 12-13: the device has an evaluation unit/ microprocessor/ computer 
comprising a storage device/ memory (col. 6, lines 20-28, col. 7, lines 35-37). 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Gail Verbitsky whose telephone number is 571/ 272- 
2253. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30 to 4:00 ET. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Diego Gutierrez can be reached on 571/ 272-2245. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR, 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Gail Verbitsky • ^ 

Primary Patent Examiner, TC 2800 




February 01 , 2007 



